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THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 2008.

FISCAL YEAR 2009 FUNDING FOR THE INDEPENDENT
LIVING PROGRAM OF THE REHABILITATION ACT OF
1973, AS AMENDED (TITLE VII, PART C)

WITNESS

KELLY BUCKLAND, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, IDAHO STATE INDE-
PENDENT LIVING COUNCIL, BOISE, IDAHO, NATIONAL COUNCIL ON
INDEPENDENT LIVING, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

Mr. OBEY. Well, good morning, everyone. Let me go over a few
things before we get started. First of all, please do not be surprised
by the fact that we do not have more members of the Subcommittee
here. As you can see, there is a Congressional ceremony going on
in the Rotunda honoring U.S. military, and a number of members
are over there. We had a choice of delaying this session or keeping
it on schedule, and out of courtesy to the witnesses who have come
from out of town, we thought it best to proceed with the original
schedule.

Secondly, please do not take any lack of comment from members
of the Subcommittee as being a lack of interest. We are simply try-
ing to keep the schedule on time, also taking into account that in
this puzzle factory votes occur from time to time on the House floor
that blow away any chance of having an orderly hearing. So we
like to try to get a little bit ahead of the clock so that, if that oc-
curs, we do not wind up discombobulating everybody at the end of
the process.

So we will try to restrain ourselves on this side of the table as
much as possible and let you do the talking today, and we will, I
hope, be thinking while you are talking.

Mr. Walsh, do you have any comments before we proceed?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I absolutely agree with everything
you said. [Laughter.]

Mr. OBEY. How about Mr. Simpson?

o))
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er. SIMPSON. I do not have anything. I agree with everything
also.

Mr. OBEY. Okay, then, our first witness, National Council on
Independent Living, Kelly Buckland.

Mr. BUCKLAND. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
Committee, Representative Simpson. It is good to see you. My
name is Kelly Buckland. I am honored to appear before you today
to ask you to consider reaffirming your commitment to Americans
with disabilities by increasing funding for Centers for Independent
Living by $100,000,000. As the President of the National Council
on Independent Living (NCIL) and as a person with a disability,
I am dedicated to increasing the availability of the extremely cost-
effective services that centers provide.

NCIL is the oldest cross-disability, national grassroots organiza-
tion run by and for people with disabilities. NCIL envisions a world
}‘nﬁvhich people with disabilities are valued equally and participate
ully.

Centers for Independent Living are non-residential, community-
based, non-profit organizations in all but five Congressional dis-
tricts that are designed and operated by individuals with disabil-
ities. They provide four core services: Advocacy, information refer-
ral, peer support, and independent living skills training. CILs are
unique in that they operate in according to a strict philosophy of
consumer control in which people with disabilities of any age di-
rectly govern and staff the Center. Each of the 336 federally funded
Centers are unique because they reflect the interest of their indi-
vidual communities.

During fiscal years 2004 through 2006, Centers for Independent
Living provided independent living services to over 3 million indi-
viduals with disabilities and moved 8,381 people out of nursing
homes and other institutions. Beyond the direct services that they
provide, Centers seek ways to broadly change traditional service
delivery in their communities and throughout the Nation, including
reform of the long-term care system.

For over 30 years, Centers for Independent Living have sought
community-based programs to assist people with disabilities. When
services are delivered in an individual’s home, rather than a costly
nursing facility or other institution, the result is tremendous cost
savings to Medicaid and Medicare, while enabling people with dis-
abilities to become independent, financially self-sufficient, and less
reliant upon long-term government supports.

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, research conducted in your home State of
Wisconsin found that community-based services are at least 21 per-
cent less expensive than nursing home placements. The success in
Wisconsin reflects the system’s change activities that Centers for
Independent Living are struggling to perform on their meager
budgets. Such initiatives, if replicated nationwide through in-
creased funding of the Independent Living program, will assist peo-
ple to regain the right to live, work, and participate independently
in society.

NCIL estimates that to meet the current demand and overcome
three years of funding cuts, appropriations for Independent Living
will need to be increased by $100,000,000. Increased funding
should be reinvested from the $160,000,000 that Centers have
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saved the Federal Government over the last three years by moving
people with disabilities out of costly nursing homes and other insti-
tutions.

Supporting Centers in their mission to reintegrate people with
disabilities into their communities is both morally sound and finan-
cially expedient. Vesting in Centers for Independent Living makes
sense. In 2008, Centers are able to attract an additional
$267,000,000 through grants, contracts, State funds, and a variety
of other creative funding sources. In other words, we make the tax-
payers’ money work for you and work for our consumers.

Current funding levels barely sustain the day-to-day operations.
Without increased funds, our vision to achieve full integration of
people with disabilities into society will be undercut and taxpayers
will continue to pay for costly nursing homes and bear the eco-
nomic impact of continued dependence.

Centers for Independent Living are an excellent service and a
bargain for America. They help keep people active, engaged in their
communities, and they save the taxpayer money. Funding Centers
for Independent Living makes sense, common sense, and dollars
and cents.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for this opportunity, and mem-
bers of the Subcommittee, thank you. We will follow up with each
of you and invite you to visit a Center for Independent Living so
that you can see firsthand their contributions to your Congres-
sional district.

[The information follows:]
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Good moming, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee.

My name is Kelly Buckland and 1 would like to start by thanking you for your commitment to
enabling people with disabilities to participate fully in their communities by investing in the
Independent Living Program.

Today, 1 am honored to appear again before your Subcommittee to ask that you consider
reaffirming your commitment to more than 54 million Americans with disabilities by increasing
funding for Centers for Independent Living (CILs) by $100 million, for a total of $173.3 million
in FY 2009. I am not making this request as one who would benefit from such an appropriation.
Rather, I am asking as the President of the National Council on Independent Living (NCIL), as
the Executive Director of the 1daho State Independent Living Council, and as a person with a
disability who remains dedicated to increasing the availability of the invaluable and extremely
cost-effective services Centers provide.

NCIL is the oldest cross-disability, national grassroots organization run by and for people with
disabilities. NCIL's membership includes people with disabilities, Centers for Independent
Living, Statewide Independent living Councils, and other disability rights organizations. As a
membership organization, NCIL advances independent living and the rights of people with
disabilities through consumer-driven advocacy. NCIL envisions a world in which people with
disabilities are valued equally and participate fully.

Centers for Independent Living are non-residential, community-based, non-profit organizations
in all but five Congressional Districts that are designed and operated by individuals with
disabilities and provide four core services: advocacy, information and referral, peer support, and
independent living skills training. CILs are unique in that they operate according to a strict
philosophy of consumer control, in which people with any type of disability, including people
with mental, physical, sensory, cognitive, and developmental disabilities, of any age, directly
govemn and staff the Center. Each of the 336 federally funded Centers are unique because they
are run by people with disabilities and reflect the best interest of each community individually.

Centers for Independent Living address discrimination and barriers that exist in society through
direct advocacy. These barriers are sometimes architectural, but more often reflect attitudes and
prejudices that have been reinforced for generations. They have deterred people with disabilities
from working, leaving many in poverty and unjustly detained in institutions. As my own life
experience has proven, with increased opportunities, individuals with disabilities can claim their
civil rights and participate in their communities in ways their non-disabled counterparts often
take for granted.

Because of the Independent Living Movement’s influence on my life, I have been actively
invoived in disability issues since 1979. Over the past two and a half decades, 1 have worked
closely with the Idaho State Legislature on issues affecting people with disabilities, including
passage of the Personal Assistance Services Act and the Fathers and Mothers Independently
Living with their Youth (FAMILY) Committee, which changed all of the Child Custody Laws in
1daho to protect the rights of parents with disabilities. And it is my honor to appear before you
today on behalf of the nation’s Centers for Independent Living,
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CILs often identify and implement needed services in their communities that remain unfunded.
NCIL estimates that to meet the current demand and overcome three years of funding cuts,
appropriations for the IL Program will need to increase by $100 million. Increased funding
should be reinvested from the billions currently spent to keep people with disabilities in costly
Medicaid nursing homes and institutions and out of mainstream of society. $100 million of the
$160 million Centers have saved the Federal government over the past three years should be
reinvested immediately. Considering the amount of money that could be saved simply by
supporting Centers in their mission to reintegrate people with disabilities unjustly detained in
nursing homes and other institutions, this solution is both morally sound and financially
expedient.

According to data collected by the Rehabilitation Services Administration, during Fiscal Years
2004 ~ 2006, Centers for Independent Living:

v' Attracted over $520 million through private, state, local, and other sources annually;
v" Moved 8,381 people out of nursing homes and institutions, saving states and the
Federal government well over $160 million, not to mention improving people’s

quality of life, and;

v" Provided the core services of advocacy, information and referral, peer support, and
independent living skills training to over 3 million individuals with disabilities. !

In that same period, Centers provided other services to over 659,000 individuals with disabilities
in their respective communities that included:

v Services to over 56,000 youth with disabilities;

v Assistance to over 169,000 people in securing accessible, affordable, and integrated
housing;

v" Transportation services to over 106,000 people with disabilities;

v" Personal assistance services to over 163,000 people with disabilities;

v Vocational and employment services to 105,000 people with disabilities, and;

¥ Assistance with Assistive Technology for 114,000 people with disabilities.
Beyond the direct services they provide, CILs seek ways to broadly change traditional service
delivery in their communities and throughout the nation, including reform of the long-term care

system. For over 30 years, Centers for Independent Living have sought community-based
programs to assist people with all types of disabilities, across the lifespan, to remain in or return

! Rehabilitation Services Administration response to NCIL Freedom of Information Act request 08-00115-F.
November 19, 2007



7

to their family and friends, in their homes and communities. When such services are delivered in
an individual’s home, rather than a costly nursing facility or other institution, the invariable
result is tremendous cost savings to Medicaid, Medicare and states, while enabling people with
disabilities to become more independent, financially self-sufficient, and less reliant on long term
govermnment supports.

Cost-effectiveness of Community-based Services

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, research conducted by your home state found that community-based
services are at least 21% less expensive than nursing home placements. According to the
‘Wisconsin Department of Health and Family Services:

The total cost in Medicaid Assistance (MA) “...in Fiscal Year 2007 of serving the
individuals under the Community Relocation Initiative during the period they lived in
their new community settings was $30.7 million. If instead these individuals had
remained in their institutional settings during this time period, their MA cost of services
would have been $39.3 million... the Community Relocation Initiative produced total
savings of $8.6 million in FY07.”

Moreover, the report found that “the average daily community cost of individuals
served under the nursing home diversion program in FY07 was $59.61, of which $50.33
was waiver costs and $9.28 was card costs. The projected daily MA cost of serving
these individuals if they had entered a nursing home is $130.87, assuming that their
institutional costs would have been similar to those of the individuals served under the
Community Relocation Initiative. The estimated cost of the individuals relocated under
the nursing home diversion program in SFY07 is $723,400 all funds. The projected cost
of serving these individuals in nursing homes, if they had needed to enter a nursing
home, durirzlg the same time period was more than double this amount, at $1.6 million
all funds.”

The Wisconsin Community Relocation Initiative’s success reflects the systems change activities
CILs are struggling to perform on their meager budgets, which have been cut for the past three
years despite increased demand for services. Such initiatives if replicated nationwide through
increased funding of the Independent Living Program will assist people with all types of
disabilities across the lifespan to gain the right to live, work, and participate independently in
society.

In 1999, Independent Living Research Utilization (ILRU) conducted a study to determine what
work Centers accomplish. The study found that each Center needs an annual base funding of
$250,000 to fully carry out the responsibilities assigned them.” That figure would be significantly
higher today, given increased mandated responsibilities and inflation. Yet, current funding
(under Part C of Title VII of the Rehabilitation Act) provides only $73.3 million to support 336
Centers throughout the country. The average grantee receives approximately $218,000, which

2 Wisconsin Department of Health and Family Services. 2007, Community Relocation Initiative an Opportunity for
People in Nursing Homes.
* Independent Living Research Utilization, 1999.
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often includes funding for one or more satellites. After three consecutive years of funding cuts,
Independent Living is now funded below the FY 2003 base level.

Clearly, investing in Centers for Independent Living makes sense. In 2000, with the $48 million
Centers received in federal funding, they were able to attract an additional $267 million through
grants, contracts, state funds, and a variety of other creative funding sources. The percentage of
Title VII funds as part of the gross revenue had dropped 2% and fee-for service had increased by
2%, showing CILs have diversified their funding. In other words, we make the taxpayers money
work for you and for our consumers.

Transition Services in Rehabilitation Act Reauthorization

Based on growing consumer demand and population trends, NCIL strongly supports the current
Senate draft bill to reauthorize the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. This reauthorization,
a decade in the making, creates a fifth core service: transition. This includes youth transition
from school to higher education and work, and development and support of moving people out of
costly Medicaid nursing home facilities into their communities. We are working with your
coileagues on the relevant authorizing committees in both chambers of Congress to enact this
additional service. Funding these sorely needed transition services will be critical to promoting
effective employment outcomes, successful nursing home transition, and increased community
participation for transitioning students.

Current funding levels barely sustain day-to-day operations. Centers struggle to meet the
demands of the community and provide leadership and common sense solutions. Without
increased funds our vision to achieve full integration of people with disabilities in society will be
undercut and taxpayers will continue to pay for costly Medicaid nursing homes and bare the
economic impact of negative employment outcomes and continued dependence on programs that
disincentivize work and community involvement.

Centers for Independent Living are an excellent service and a bargain for America. They keep
people active and engaged in their communities, and they save taxpayer money. Funding Centers
for Independent Living makes sense: common sense and dollars and cents.

Thank you again for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman and Subcommittee members. We will
follow up with each of you to invite you to visit your local Center for Independent Living so you
can see first hand their contributions to your Congressional Districts. We look forward to
working with you to ensure that Americans with disabilities have the opportunity become active
members of society. Please do not hesitate to contact Deb Cotter of the NCIL Policy staff if we
can provide you with additional information. Deb can be reached at (202) 207-0334, ext 1008 or
deb@ncil.org.
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Mr. OBEY. Thank you very much.

And let me apologize, because I forgot to do one other thing in
setting the context for the testimony today. I want everyone to un-
derstand that I think virtually every member of this Subcommittee,
on both sides of the aisle, will be very sympathetic to most of the
causes that we hear addressed today. We have one specific prob-
lem: the appropriation bills that were signed last year by the Presi-
dent were some $22,000,000,000 below the level that this Com-
mittee eventually produced because the White House refused to
budge on its overall funding levels for appropriation bills.

This year, just to stay at the level of funding that was provided
by those bills last year, we will have to add back roughly
$26,000,000,000 that the President’s budget cuts from a variety of
domestic programs. That makes it very difficult to be responsive
sufficiently to the many good causes we will hear about today, and
I just want people to be aware of what the root of the problem is
as we address these issues.

But thank you. It is good to see you again. I appreciate your com-
ing.

Mr. BUCKLAND. It is good to see you again, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you.

Mr. OBEY. If any member of the Committee has any comments
or any questions at any time, please, just volunteer.

Mr. SiMPSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, I just want to thank Kelly for
coming out. I have known Kelly since, what, legislative days, years
ago, it seems like.

But thank you for taking the time to come out and testify. We
appreciate it very much.

Mr. BUCKLAND. Thank you, Representative Simpson. It is good to
see you again.

THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 2008.

FISCAL YEAR 2009 FUNDING FOR OCCUPATIONAL SAFE-
TY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION, EMPLOYMENT
AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION, AND OFFICE OF
LABOR MANAGEMENT STANDARDS

WITNESS
ARLENE HOLT BAKER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FED-

ERATION OF LABOR-CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS
(AFL-CIO)

Mr. OBEY. And now American Federation of Labor and Congress
of Industrial Organizations, or, as people know it, AFL-CIO, Ar-
lene Holt Baker.

Ms. BAKER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee. I would like to thank you for this opportunity to testify
this morning. My name is Arlene Holt Baker. I am the Executive
Vice President of the AFL—CIO. The AFL-CIO is a federation that
represents 56 affiliates and 10.5 million working families in all sec-
tors in the United States economy.

On behalf of the AFL-CIO, I thank you for the difficult work you
do. The scarce resources over which this Subcommittee has juris-
diction cannot meet all the needs our Country faces. For the sake
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of time, I am limiting my testimony to some of the most pressing
priorities of the AFL—-CIO; however, we will continue to engage the
Appropriations Committee throughout the remainder of this Con-
gress on a full range of funding issues.

President Bush’s eighth and final budget to Congress overwhelm-
ingly ignores the needs and priorities of working families. The
Bush fiscal year 2009 budget preserves expensive tax cuts for the
wealthy and dramatically boosts military spending, while cutting
crucial programs for the most vulnerable Americans: Children, the
elderly, the poor, and the sick. The President continues to propose
major cuts in domestic appropriations and entitlements over the
next five years, starting with $23,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2009,
totaling a massive $474,000,000,000 in cuts over five years.

Even though unemployment is on the rise and our economy is in
serious  distress, the President’s budget contains over
$1,000,000,000 for cuts for job training and employment security
programs. Under this proposal, job training programs for dislocated
workers, young people, Native Americans, migrant and seasonal
farm workers will all suffer major cuts, along with a program that
enables low-income senior citizens to work with community-based
organizations in neighborhoods across the Country.

Although the President has proposed some reforms and a modest
increase in funding the Trade Adjustment Assistance program, his
reforms and his budget request fall far short of the essential im-
provements in the TAA bill already approved by a bipartisan ma-
jority in the House of Representatives, a bill he has irresponsibly
vowed to veto.

This Bush Administration budget continues to underfund many
basic, important programs that have been enacted over decades to
protect America’s workers from abusive employer practices. Yet, at
the same time, the Bush Administration continues to seek even
further increases in funding for offices of the Labor Department
that have been politicized and that have institutionalized the har-
assment of union activists who are engaged in their fundamental
and legal right to belong to a union and participate in the lawful
exercise of that right.

In particular, the Department should be halted from moving for-
ward with the implementation of the intrusive 9-page disclosure
form, the LM-30, which would provide an extreme and unfair bur-
den on rank and file union members who perform representational
tasks such as resolving shop floor disputes or conducting safety in-
spections.

With this budget, the President has also turned his back on the
brave men and women who responded to the devastating Sep-
tember the 11th attacks at the World Trade Center. These workers
desperately need medical care, but the President’s budget will
slash funding for the World Trade Center Medical Screening and
treatment program by 77 percent, from $108,000,000 to just
$25,000,000.

And the President’s budget puts other workers at greater risk.
Funding for the research agency, the National Institute for Occupa-
tional Safety and Health, will be cut 10 percent. At the Department
of Labor, a small increase in funding has been requested for the
Federal enforcement program for the Occupational Safety and
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Health Administration, but the worker safety and health training
program will be eliminated under the budget. And the budget pro-
poses to reduce funding for coal mine safety enforcement and for
the development of new mine safety standards at a time when coal
mine catastrophes continue, and when the Mine Safety and Health
Administration is already failing to meet the legal deadlines for
issuing new protective standards.

Although 47 million Americans lack health insurance and mil-
lions more need coverage and struggle every day with rising
costs——

I see, Mr. Chairman, that the light is on. I will stop at this point
and you can read the rest of it in the written testimony. We thank
you for this opportunity to testify before the Committee.

[The information follows:]
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Testimony of Arlene Holt Baker
Executive Vice President, American Federation of Labor - Congress of Industrial
Organizations (AFL-CI1O)
Washington, DC
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13

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I would like to thank you for the invitation to testify
before your panel. My name is Arlene Holt Baker and I am Executive Vice President of the
American Federation of Labor - Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO). The AFL-CIO
has 56 affiliated unions and represents 10.5 million working people in all sectors of the United States
economy.

While every Appropriations subcommittee has jurisdiction over federal spending that is important to
our affiliates and members, the Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies has jurisdiction over many federal programs that are vitally important to
America’s working families. This subcommittee is also responsible {or funding many of the most
important programs that comprise the social and economic safety net that a progressive and
compassionate society provides to its most vuinerable citizens.

On behalf of the AFL-CIO, I thank you for the difficult work you do. The scarce resources over
which this subcommittee has jurisdiction cannot meet all the needs our country faces after the seven
years of abuse and neglect that is the legacy of the Bush-Cheney administration. For the sake of
time, I am limiting my testimony to some of the most pressing priorities the AFL-CIO has identified.
However, we will continue to engage the Appropriations Committee throughout the remainder of
this Congress on a full range of funding issues.

President Bush’s eighth and final budget to Congress overwhelmingly ignores the needs and

- priorities of working Americans. The Bush FY 2009 budget preserves expensive tax cuts for the
wealthy and dramatically boosts military spending, while cutting crucial programs for the most
vulnerable Americans—children, the elderly, the poor and the sick.! The President continues to
propose major cuts in domestic appropriations and entitlements over the next five years, starting
with $23 billion in FY 2009, totaling a massive $474 billion in cuts over five years.?

Even though unemployment is on the rise and our economy is in serious distress, the President’s
budget contains over $1 billion in cuts for job training and employment security programs. Under
this proposal, job training programs for dislocated workers, young people, Native Americans, and
migrant and seasonal farm workers will all suffer major cuts, along with a program that enables low-
income senior citizens to work with community-based organizations in neighborhoods across the
country,

Although the President has proposed some reforms and a modest increase in funding for the Trade
Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, his reforms and his budget request fall far short of the
essential improvements in the TAA bill already approved by a bipartisan majority in the House of
Representatives — a bill he has irresponsibly vowed to veto.

This Bush Administration budget continues to underfund many basic, important programs that have
been enacted over decades to protect America’s workers from abusive employer practices. Yet at
the same time, the Bush Administration continues to seek even further increases in funding for
offices of the Labor Department that have been politicized and that have institutionalized the

. harassment of union activists who are engaged in their fundamental and legal right to belong to a
union and participate in the lawful exercise of that right. In particular, the Department should be
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halted from moving forward with the implementation of the intrusive nine-page disclosure form, the
LM-30, which would provide an extreme and unfair burden on rank and file union members who
perform representational tasks such as resolving shop floor disputes or conducting safety
inspections.

With his budget, the President has also turned his back on the brave men and women who responded
to the devastating September 11 attacks at the World Trade Center. Thousands of these workers are
now sick, many are disabled and some have died. These workers desperately need medical care, but
the President’s budget will slash funding for the World Trade Center Medical Screening and
treatment program by 77 percent ~- from $108 million to just $25 million. This is a cruel and
dishonest rcjection of the brave men and women who toiled for months on the rescue and recovery
efforts at the World Trade Center site.

And the President's budget puts other workers at greater risk. Funding for the research agency, the
Nationat Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), will be cut 10 percent. At the
Department of Labor, a small increase in funding has been requested for the federal enforcement
program for the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, but the worker safety and health
training program will be eliminated under the Bush budget. And the budget proposes to reduce
funding for coal mine safety enforcement and for the development of new mine safety standards at a
time when coal mine catastrophes continue and when the Mine Safety and Health Administration
(MSHA) is already failing to meet legal deadlines for issuing new protective standards.

Although 47 million® Americans lack health insurance and millions more with coverage struggle to
meet rising costs, the Bush tax proposal will actually make those who have coverage pay more,
while providing no real help for the uninsured. Unconscionably, the proposed budget will also cut
more than $196 billion® over five years from Medicare and Medicaid, shift more costs to the states
and limit eligibility for children who now receive coverage under the State Children’s Health
Insurance Program (SCHIP).

In short, the Bush budget is dangerously unmindful of our shaky economy and the perilous hold by
many working families in our nation’s middle class. It shortchanges the vital needs of America’s
workers, while giving priority to special interests and an anti~worker political agenda.

In my full written testimony that follows, 1 have singled out a few of the many priority areas in
which the committee should do everything in its power to address important disparities.

PROGRAMS FOR JOB TRAINING AND JOBLESS WORKERS

Workforce Investment Act Programs

The President’s FY 2009 budget proposes to eliminate Workforce Investment Act adult, youth and
dislocated worker programs and consolidate funding into state block grants to be used for unproven
Career Advancement Accounts that will provide less help to unemployed workers. Additionally, the
budget will cut the total commitment to all training and assistance programs immediately.
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* Our nation’s workforce training programs are often the last resort for low-income and disadvantaged

;

workers who have been neglected by their employers and the underfunded student financial aid
system. These are the workers who will be hurt most by these cuts. The President’s continued
cutting of job training funding and assistance for unemployed workers compounds the labor market
problems working families have experienced since 2001 and worsens their economic anxiety.

Unemployment Insurance and Employment Service Programs

The FY 2009 budget proposes to cut Employment Security programs that support state
Unemployment Insurance and Job Service activities, national activities and one-stop/labor market
information programs by $685 million in real dollars compared to FY 2008. The FY 2009 budget
represents a $1.5 bitlion cut from FY 2001 for these programs. Such cuts will significantly impair
the ability of our nation’s workforce system to provide career information to jobless workers and
reduce the capacity to link employers and jobseekers in an effective manner.

President Bush’s plan to eliminate the Employment Service will undermine the principle of an
unbiased, nonpartisan agency to administer job referrals and assist in the payment of Ul and Trade
Adjustment Assistance benefits. The president’s plan will lead to the privatization and contracting
out of vitally important employment security functions, thereby compromising control over and
accountability for federal resources.

The elimination of the Employment Service will hurt millions of unemployment insurance claimants
and other jobless workers as well as employers seeking job applicants. It will have a particularly
devastating effect on trade-impacted workers and veterans, as well as low skilled, minority and long-
term unemployed workers who rely on the Employment Service for help.

The AFL-CIO urges the Committee to support our nation’s public labor exchange system not only
by turning back the administration’s attempt to eliminate it, but also by providing resources to begin
rebuilding that system, which has suffered from many years of disinvestment.

Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) Programs

Unfair and inequitable trade policies are shrinking the middle class and fostering the flight of good
jobs overseas. Between 2001 and 2006, an average of 159,000 workers per year were certified as
eligible for Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA), a program designed to provide income support and
training to workers who lose their jobs due to trade with certain countries.’

Renewed in 2002 and combined with the NAFTA Transitional Adjustment Assistance Program, the
new TAA program increased the number of workers potentially eligible for training and income
support when they losc jobs because of international trade. It also extended some health care
coverage to eligible participants. Lack of resources and funding, however, has resulted in significant
problems in the adequacy and responsiveness of the program. The President’s F'Y 2009 budget
proposal will only worsen those problems. Assuming the President's trade policies continue to
eliminate jobs for American workers, nearly 40,000 affected workers will not receive assistance
because of the limited resources the administration proposes to make available in the FY 2009
budget.
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Worker Safety and Health Programs

President Bush’s FY 2009 budget request for worker safety and health programs is a very mixed
picture. Funding for some programs, including federal Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) enforcement, is increased. But other programs, including the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), suffer major cuts. Those programs designed
to expand and improve knowledge about hazards and protections, including research, standard
setting and training, are being cut or neglected. With this latest budget, the nation will fall further
behind in efforts to address many serious safety and health problems workers face on the job.

The President has proposed a reduction in funding for the Mine Safety and Health Administration
(MSHA) over FY 2008 levels. The coal enforcement program will be cut by nearly $10 million and
the standards development office by $350,000, at a time when coal mine catastrophes continue and
when MSHA is failing to meet legal deadlines for issuing new protective standards.

For FY 2009, President Bush has proposed a $28 million cut in the NIOSH budget, reducing the
nation’s commitment to researching and preventing workplace injuries, diseases and deaths.

With this combined budget request of $1.08 billion for the federal job safety agencies, in FY 2009,
the Bush Administration proposes to spend only $7.39 per American worker to protect them from
job injuries, ilinesses and death.’

The Bush Administration proposes to totally eliminate funding for OSHA’s worker safety and health
training and education programs, as it also proposed in FY 2008. Indeed, every year since taking
office, the Administration has sought to slash or eliminate funding for worker training. But each
ycar the Congress has rejected these proposed cuts and maintained funding for worker safety training
programs. At the same time, the Administration has proposed significant increases in funding for
compliance assistance programs for employers, requesting a total of $131.1 million, which
represents 26 percent of the overall OSHA budget.

For FY 2009, the Bush Administration has also proposed to slash funding for the World Trade
Center (WTC) Screening and Treatment Program for 9/11 responders who are now sick as a resuit of
exposures at Ground Zero. Only $25 million is requested for this program in FY 2009, compared to
$108 million appropriated by Congress in FY 2008. This does not include emergency funding
appropriated in earlier years for this program carried over to FY 2008. NIOSH, which administers
this program, has estimated the annual cost of the program at $218 miilion. The President’s FY
2009 budget proposal will leave thousands of sick workers without access to necessary medical
treatment for their 9/11 conditions.

The AFL-CIO urges the Committee to increase the investment in worker safety and health programs.
In particular, we ask that funding for worker safety and health training programs be maintained, that
funding for OSHA and MSHA standard setting be increased so protections for major workplace
hazards can be issued in a timely manner, and that funding for federal and state enforcement be
enhanced. In addition, we urge the committee to increase funding for NIOSH, and include adequate
funding for the World Trade Center Health Program, so those who are sick and at risk of disease can
receive the medical treatment and health monitoring they need.
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Labor Department Programs to Audit, Investigate and Prosecute Unions

Finally, we would like to address the efforts of the Department of Labor, under this administration,
to harass, intimidate, and persecute unions and union activists who seek to engage in the lawful
pursuit of representative duties. Despite its cuts in programs protecting workers, the Bush
administration continues to seek funding increases in its FY 2009 budget for programs that audit,
investigate and prosecute unions. New and proposed DOL reporting requirements dramatically
increase the time, effort and expense to labor unions, their officers and employees of complying with
disclosure requirements.

The FY 2009 budget proposed a $13.3 million increase in funding from FY 2008 for the Office of
Labor Management Standards (OLMS). This represents a 29.6 percent increase from FY 2008 (a
26.7 percent increase in real dollars) and an increase of 91.0 percent from FY 2001.

Additionally, the Department continues to move forward with the implementation of a burdensome
and intrusive nine-page disclosure form. For aimost 50 ycars, Department of Labor has requircd a
simple two-page report known as the “LM-30.” This new rule dramatically increases the number of
people who are covered by the an LM-30, now reaching rank and file union members who perform
representational tasks such as resolving shop floor disputes, or conducting safety inspections during
their workday without a loss of pay. This affects at least 100,000 union members not previously
subject to the rule. If these members spend more than 250 hours per year on these activities, thcy
must report all other personal financial information required by the new LM-30.

These newly covered workers now are required 1o disclose arms-length personal financial
transactions that create no conflicts of interest. These now reportable transactions include: savings
accounts or personal loans with union-sponsored credit unions and personal loans (such as home
mortgages and student loans) to the union member or any members of the immediate family from
banks that do any business with the worker’s union or a union-sponsored benefit plan or do
substantial business (10 percent or more) with a union-represented employer. This private and
personal information will be posted on DOL’s website for public inspection.

The AFL-CIO believes that it is fair and appropriate for Congress to put a halt to this onerous
regulation and force DOL to return to the reporting requirements in place for 50 years.

Again, on behalf of the AFL-CIO, I wish to thank the committee for all of the work it does. Tam
greatly honored to have been allowed to testify before you.

¥ Robert Greenstein, James Homey and Richard Kogen, The Dubious Priorities of the President’s Budget, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
February 7, 2008.

? Ibid.

 U.S. Census Bureau, Income Poverty and Health Insurance Coverage in the United States: 2006.

* Including proposed savings from regulatory changes, the cuts exceed $201 billion over five years.

* U.S. Department ofLahor Trade Adjustment Assistance {TAA) Estimated Number of Workers Covered by Cerifications, 1975-2007,

nitp/www. doleta, g¢ cents.cfm. Persons who lose their jobs due 1o trade with China are not efigible for Trade Ad;ustmem Assistance
benefits and services.

¢ According to BLS, in Dccember 2007 mm were 146,211,000 workers employed in the United States.

hp:favi bis.gov/news.release/pdfiempsit pdf
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ARLENE HOLT BAKER
AFL-CIO Executive Vice President

Arlene Holt Baker’s experience as a union and grassroots organizer spans more than 30 years. On
Sept. 21, 2007, she was approved unanimously as executive vice president by the AFL-CIO
Executive Council, becoming the first African American to be elected to one of the federation's
three highest offices and the highest-ranking African American woman in the union movement.
In this position, Holt Baker builds on her legacy of inspiring activism and reaching out to diverse
communities to support the needs and aspirations of working people.

One of seven children of a domestic worker and a laborer in Fort Worth, Texas, Holt Baker got
her first job in high school through President Lyndon Johnson’s poverty initiative. Working after
school at the $1.40-an-hour minimum wage, she earned higher hourly pay than her mother did
working full time.

Holt Baker began her work in the labor movement with AFSCME. She moved through the ranks
of AFSCME and, as an organizer and international union representative, was successful in
helping to organize public-sector workers in California and helping them win contracts that
provided better wages and pay equity for women.

As AFSCME's international union area director in California from the late 1980s to 1995, Holt
Baker worked with AFSCME councils, locals, labor councils and allies advocating for working
families. Also in California, she also helped run AFSCME's political activities, working with
AFSCME council and local leaders to mobilize union voters in numerous national, statewide,
county and municipal elections. Holt Baker was an active member of the Los Angeles County
Federation of Labor.

During that time, she was appointed by then-California Speaker of Assembly Willie L. Brown Jr.
to serve on the Comparable Worth Task Force Committee and also sat on the board of directors
of the Southern California Industrial Relations Research Association. Holt Baker has received
numerous civic awards for her work as a labor and community advocate.

She was an active member of the California Democratic Party, serving as a state delegate to the
Democratic National Convention for the elections held between 1980 and 1996 and as first vice
chair of the state Democratic Party from 1993 to 1996.

In 1995, Holt Baker came to the AFL-CIO as executive assistant to Executive Vice President
Linda Chavez-Thompson. Her work included the successful campaign to defeat the anti-worker
Prop. 226 in California, which was designed to weaken the voices of union members in the
political process. She also was instrumental in organizing a massive labor-movement-wide show
of support for the more than 20,000 migrant workers who pick and process strawberries in
California, as the workers struggled to join a union through the Farm Workers.
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Arlene Holt Baker 2
AFL-CIO Executive Vice President

As the first director of the AFL-CIO Voice@Work campaign in 1999, Holt Baker launched a
dynamic movement to engage elected officials, clergy members, community leaders and others in
support of workers’ freedom to form unions. In 2000, she ran the federation’s member education
and get-out-the-vote effort in the key swing state of Pennsylvania and later coordinated the AFL-
CIO’s Count Every Vote activity in the Florida recount.

Beginning in 2004, Holt Baker served as president of the nonpartisan voter education and
mobilization effort Voices for Working Families, which registered and mobilized thousands of
women and people of color to vote in under-registered communities.

She returned to the federation in 2006 to lead the AFL-CIO's Guif Coast Recovery effort. That
work has included partnering with the AFL-CIO Housing Investment Trust's Gulf Coast
Revitalization Program and the Building Trades Gulf Coast Pilot Project to bring affordable
housing and good jobs to people in the region. This also includes working closely with national
and local advocates in fighting for the just rebuilding of the Gulf region.

###
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Mr. OBEY. Thank you very much. Appreciate your coming.

Ms. Jackson Lee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Good morning. Good to see you.

Ms. BAKER. Good morning.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me just ask you about the LM-30 disclo-
sure form. Can you explain what it would take or what at least the
AFL-CIO believes it would take to get rid of this form? Because
I agree with you.

Ms. BAKER. Well, our concern is that, as you know, the form be-
fore was basically a two-page form. This has increased to a nine-
page form, and our rank and file members, who are basically shop
stewards now, if they are participating in handling grievances on
a shop floor and it goes over more than 250 hours a year, they now
have to file a form and they also have to include personal financial
information to show that there is no conflict of interest with banks
that possibly their unions are doing business with.

This certainly is not something a shop steward would do, and it
would have such a chilling impact on shop stewards, and it would
prevent them from doing their job. So we really think it should be
rolled back to what was previously in place. This really is not nec-
essary; it is burdensome.

Mr. OBEY. Thank you very much.

THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 2008.

IMPACT AID TRANSITION PROGRAM

WITNESS

JONATHAN HAKE, CMSGT (RET.), DIRECTOR, MILITARY AND GOVERN-
MENT RELATIONS, AIR FORCE SERGEANTS ASSOCIATION

Mr. OBEY. Next, Air Force Sergeants Association.

Is it Jonathan Hake?

Sergeant HAKE. Hake, yes, sir.

Mr. OBEY. Thanks for coming.

Sergeant HAKE. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and distinguished
Committee members. On behalf of the 125,000 members of the Air
Force Sergeants Association, I thank you for this opportunity.

There are countless programs and their associated requirements
before you, as you mentioned earlier, limited resources. We also re-
alize that you are trusted to budget wisely, and the decisions you
make are based on many factors, but I will confine my remarks to
just two areas this morning. These are Impact Aid and tuition as-
sistance.

The first is Impact Aid. The program is essential to the quality
of life of airmen that have school aged children from kindergarten
to twelfth grade. Like many Americans, these service members
want the best for their children. They want them to succeed. And
a key element to that is a quality education.

Public schools surrounding military installations and serving
large service member populations often struggle because of local
tax revenue shortfalls. Some school districts have noted that and
increased taxes in their local areas. We think that is unfair to
those residing around the installations and to those constituents.
Some have even suggested we pay enrollment fees for public
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schools, or some service members believe sending their children to
a private school is the only option. Both of those options are expen-
sive and enlisted members are at the low end of this pay scale.

I see my time is up.

Mr. OBEY. No, no, no, ignore that. She was just setting it and
I think hit the wrong button, so ignore that.

Sergeant HAKE. I am sorry.

Both options are costly, and enlisted members, as you know, are
at the low end of the pay scale, so these are not good options.

Housing privatization is also something that Congress has done
tremendous strides to get improvements of the quality of the hous-
ing for those that serve, but those may not always be considered
Federal property. And if they are not Federal property, the dif-
ference in compensation and Impact Aid goes from $2,000 a child
to $400 a child, which is a significant difference and would be dev-
astating.

As remarkable as it may seem, as you mentioned earlier, the cur-
rent Administration has projected a budget $1,000,000 below what
Congress appropriated last year. We find this very disappointing.
We would ask the Committee to again this year take action in
funding Impact Aid in 2009 at the level which you did in 2008.

The second area I would like to highlight quickly is Transition
Assistance Programs. The National Defense Authorization Act of
1991 and associated public law established this program to help
military members transition after their tour of duty. Transition As-
sistance Program employment workshops, VA Benefits Briefings,
and the Disabled Transition Assistance Program provide valuable
job placement assistance, training opportunities, and it really just
helps those members of our society be better prepared for the chal-
lenges ahead.

In the fiscal year 2009 budget request for the Department of
Labor, the Administrator highlighted helping veterans transition
as a priority, and yet only requested $5,000,000 more. We think,
with the sustained high operations tempo, retaining soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen, and Marines, will become a challenge, as it has been
in the past, and the demand for these programs will grow. We urge
this Committee to fully fund the requested increase and would wel-
come additional resources to meet the need.

I will close by thanking you again, Mr. Chairman, for this oppor-
tunity to share our perspective. We appreciate the difficult choices
this Committee must make and hope the information we have pro-
vided is helpful. Thank you. This concludes my statement.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished committee members, on behalf of the 125,000

members of the Air Force Sergeants Association, | thank you for the opportunity to
present our views on two vitally important issues within the context of the FY 2009
budget for the Departments of Education, Labor, and Health and Human Services.

Air Force Sergeants Association represents Active Duty, Guard, Reserve, retired, and
veteran enlisted Airmen and their families. We are grateful for this committee’s efforts
and | can’t overstate the importance your work is to those serving this nation.

impact Aid

Military leaders often use the phrase, “we recruit the member, but retain the family”
when talking about quality of life and retention. Impact Aid is a program at the very core
of this premise, because it directly affects the quality of educational programs provided
to the children of military service members.

These children lead unique lives, fraught with challenges associated with frequent
changes in schools, repeatedly being uprooted and having to readjust to new
communities and friends. Worrying about what resources might or might not be
available to school administrators should not be yet another concern heaped upon them
and their parents.

The impact Aid program provides federal funding to public school districts with
significant enrollment of students with a parent who is a member of the Armed Forces,
living on and/or assigned to a military installation (federally-owned land).

The budget proposed by the administration calls for a freeze in funding for this important
program. We find this to be very disappointing. The implicit statement in this action is
military children are a lower priority than others in our nation. We ask this committee to
take the steps necessary to show our military men and women that the education of
their children is as important as the next child.

AFSA is grateful Congress increased Impact Aid funding by $100 million in FY 2008 and
urge similar action in FY 2009.

Transition Assistance Programs

America’s sons and daughters repeatedly answer this nation’s call to duty as part of an
all-volunteer military force. At the end of their tours of duty, whether that is a few years
or after decades of service, all transition to civilian life.

Section 502 of the National Defense Authorization Act of FY 1991, P.L. 101-510,
codified in sections 1141-1143 and 1144-1150 of title 10, United States Code,
authorized comprehensive transition assistance benefits and services for separating
service members and their spouses.
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From that legistation grew a valuable partnership between the Department of Labor and
the Departments of Defense, Veterans Affairs and Hometland Security to provide
Transition Assistance Program (TAP) employment workshops, VA Benefits Briefings
and the Disabled Transition Assistance Program (DTAP). These programs and
briefings provide service members valuable job placement assistance, training
opportunities, and education on veteran benefits so they make informed choices about
post-service opportunities.

We urge this committee to continue fully funding transition assistance programs.

In addition, we ask you to support the administration’s initiative to pass legislation and
fund a program that would create hiring preferences across federal govemment for
military spouses. Under current law, veterans of America’'s Armed Forces are entitled to
preferences over others in competitive hiring positions in Federal government. We
believe the sacrifice of family members warrant this consideration as well.

Please allow me to close by reminding you of something 'm certain you know and
appreciate--every day Americans step forward to guarantee freedom and liberty, so too
must the nation be fully committed to caring for them and their family members. This
committee can take the requisite steps to ensure that goal becomes reality.

Again, Mr. Chairman, we thank you for this opportunity to share our perspective. We
appreciate the many difficuit decisions this committee must make and hope the
information we provided proves helpful.

On behalf of all Air Force Sergeants Association members, we appreciate your efforts
and, as always, remain ready to support you in matters of mutual concern.



CURRICULUM VITAE

CMSgt (Ret.) Jonathan E. Hake is the Director, Military and Government Relations, Air
Force Sergeants Association, a 125,000 member, not-for-profit 501 ¢ 19 veterans
organization that lobbies for improved quality-of-life benefits for enlisted personnel and
their families. Chief Hake is directly responsible to the Chief Executive Officer and
members associated with over 150 chapters around the world.

Chief Hake served nearly 30 years in the United States Air Force at 14 stateside and
overseas locations. His final duty assignment was Command Chief Master Sergeant,
Air Force Materiel Command, providing advice to Commanders, Senior Executive
Service civilians, and senior enlisted leaders on the training, readiness and welfare of
over 13,000 Airmen assigned to 10 major Air Force installations. He joined the Air
Force Sergeants Association staff in March 2008.

DISCLOSURE OF FEDERAL GRANTS OR CONTRACTS

The Air Force Sergeants Association (AFSA) does not currently receive, nor has the
association ever received, any federal money for grants or contracts. All of the
association's activities and services are accomplished completely free of any federal
funding.
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Mr. OBEY. Thanks for your time.

THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 2008.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL COUNSELING
PROGRAM GRANT (ESSCP)

WITNESSES

CAROLINE WILLIAMS, CURRICULUM SPECIALIST, MILWAUKEE PUB-
LIC SCHOOL DISTRICT, MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN, AMERICAN
SCHOOL COUNSELOR ASSOCIATION (ASCA)

JANET L. MAYS, SCHOOL COUNSELOR, OLIVER WENDELL HOLMES K-
8 SCHOOL, MILWAUKEE PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT, MILWAUKEE,
WISCONSIN

Mr. OBEY. Next we have American School Counselor Association,
Caroline Williams. Good morning.

Ms. WiLLiaMS. Thank you for giving us the opportunity to speak
with you today. My name is Caroline Williams, and I am pleased
to represent the American School Counseling Association and the
100,000 school counselors across the Country. I am the School
Counseling Curriculum Specialist for Milwaukee public schools and
my district received an Elementary and Secondary School Coun-
seling Program grant in 2006. With this funding, we hired addi-
tional school counselors who are currently implementing research-
based programs under a Comprehensive School Counseling Model.

Some demographic risk indicators I would like to share. Mil-
waukee public schools is the largest school district in Wisconsin. It
serves 87,360 students in 207 schools. Milwaukee public schools
has a high student mobility rate and most recently has been sanc-
tioned as a district in need of improvement. Most students in our
district are economically disadvantaged; 71 percent qualify for free
and/or reduced lunch. The homeless population in Milwaukee has
increased since we received our grant. The total number of families
recorded as homeless is currently 1,710 and is projected to rise to
2,900 by the end of the school year. Milwaukee’s high crime and
}ncarceration rate add to the backdrop of significant behavioral risk
actors.

Unfortunately, these problems do not affect all students equally.
English language learners represent approximately 21.8 percent of
our population. African-American students represent 57.4 percent
of our student enrollment, but they also represent 71 percent of the
homeless population. The suspension rate overall is 24 percent.
These shocking demographic and behavioral risk factors truly rep-
resent a district that needs the type of discretionary funds provided
under the Elementary and Secondary School Counseling Program.

All elementary schools under the Elementary and Secondary
School Counseling Program grant have insufficient school coun-
seling staff. The number of schools without school counselors has
grown consistently and significantly over the past five years. The
current counselor to student ratio district-wide is one counselor to
987 students, compared with the one counselor to 250 student ratio
which is recommended by the American School Counselor Associa-
tion and other organizations.
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Less than 5 percent of elementary schools have counselors. The
elementary school counselor to student ratio is one counselor to
1,154 students. As a result of the Elementary and Secondary
School Counseling Program funding, the elementary school coun-
selors have been able to significantly increase the number of stu-
dents served. We also have developed two critical documents, a dis-
trict Comprehensive School Counseling Manual and a Parent/Stu-
dent Conferencing Manual, that will be utilized by grant coun-
selors. This is only our second year of the grant funding, and we
have seen some marvelous new services provided to families that
were left out in the past.

On behalf of the students and families of Milwaukee public
schools, I am very thankful for this funding and most definitely see
the desperate need for its continuance.

At this time, I would like to introduce Ms. Janet Mays, who is
one of the counselors working with the grant.

Ms. MAYs. Good morning. I am noticing the time.

My name is Janet L. Mays, and for the past 10 years I have been
the school counselor at Oliver Wendell Holmes School. Our school
is a Title I school of 404 students; 23 percent are special education
students, 98 percent receive free or reduced lunch. We are located
in a high poverty neighborhood in an area where violence often oc-
curs.

We are extremely fortunate to have 1.5 school counselors now
serving in our school as part of the Elementary and Secondary
School Counseling Program. This reduces our student to counselor
ratio to 263 to 1, having a tremendous positive impact on the lives
of the students and their families in a variety of ways.

As we strive to create an environment conducive to learning, our
students and their families face many adverse challenges. For ex-
ample, in less than one year, we had a second grader struck by a
day care van and killed in front of the school as other children
looked on, an eighth grader hit by stray bullets in her chest and
face, and a sixth grader who saw his uncle shot and killed during
a drive-by. Less than three weeks ago, five students were walking
home from our Afterschool CLC Learning Program and they were
caught in the crossfire between two cars on the corner of the play-
ground.

In each of these cases, students and their families were ex-
tremely traumatized and received immediate counseling support to
work through the grief, the school social worker helped in assessing
available community and family resources, and the school psycholo-
gist provided the staff with support needed to restore a sense of
calm and security with students in their classrooms. The support
staff worked in a seamless integration of service delivery to provide
the most efficient, effective service delivery possible. While we
could never have anticipated this number of incidents occurring
with such frequency, our ability to meet this need would have not
been possible without the assistance of the ESSCP funding.

But our school is not just about crises. Like all school counseling
programs, our fundamental goal is to help students overcome bar-
riers to learning so they can achieve success in school and beyond.
A family in our school was left homeless when they discovered that
the person they were living with was selling drugs out of the home.
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One of the children in this family managed to stay on the honor
roll while living out of a car with her mother and four siblings. The
team consisting of a school counselor, school social worker, and
school psychologist made sure that the family had safe housing,
food and clothing, as well as the mental health and counseling
services they needed while working with the teachers to identify
and integrate successful classroom strategies for these students.

With decreasing amounts of money allocated for schools and in-
creasing operational costs, many staff positions are being com-
pletely eliminated. But for at-risk children and families, building
trusting, positive relationships are crucial to success and can only
take place with stable staff.

A few years ago, one of my students noticed that many of his fa-
vorite staff members did not return to school in the fall year after
year. He came to me with tears in his eyes and asked, Ms. Mays,
are you going to be back in the fall? I calmly reassured him that,
God willing, I would return. The student is now a junior at a top
high school, currently on the honor roll and working as a counselor
at a summer camp. He is doing all of this while providing support
for his aging grandmother, his primary caregiver. For many chil-
dren and families, the school is a sanctuary and the staff is an al-
ternative family, helping with even the most basic of needs.

Funding from this grant has enabled us to implement proactive
programming such as peaceful conflict resolution, problem-solving,
manner skills for students. Partnerships have made it possible for
us to have on-site full-time nursing services and annual dental
services for students—

Oh, I am sorry. I see that the time has been cut short. I thank
you for taking the time and we appreciate everything that you do
for our students.

[The information follows:]
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The following testimony will be summary of data and anecdotal information to encourage
the Subcommittee to restore funding for the Elementary and Secondary School Counseling
Program Grant (ESSCP).
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Good morning, thank you for giving us the opportunity to speak with you today. My name is
Caroline Williams, and 1 am pleased to represent the American School Counselor Association
and the 100,000 school counselors across the country. I am the School Counseling Curriculum
Specialist for the Milwaukee Public School District in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. My district
received an Elementary and Secondary School Counseling Program (ESSCP) grant in 2006.
With this funding, we hired additional school counselors who are currently implementing
researched-based programs under a Comprehensive School Counseling Model.

Demographic Risk indicators:

Milwaukee Public schools is the largest school district in Wisconsin. It serves 87,360 students in
207 schools. Milwaukee Public schools has a high student mobility rate, and most recently has
been sanctioned as a district in need of improvement. Most students in our district are
economically disadvantaged; 71% qualify for free and /or reduced lunch. The homeless
population in Milwaukee has increased since we received our grant. The total number of families
recorded as homeless is currently 1,710 and is projected to rise to 2,900 by the end of the school
year. Milwaukee’s high crime and incarceration rate add to the backdrop of significant
behavioral risks factors.

Unfortunately, these problems do not affect all students equally. English language learners
represent approximately 21.8% of our population; African American students represent 57.4% of
the student enroliment but 71% of the homeless population. The suspension rate overall is

24%. These shocking demographic and behavioral risk factors truly represent a district that
needs the type of discretionary funds provided under the ESSCP grant.

All elementary schools under the ESSCP grant had insufficient counselor staffing. The number
of schools without school counselors has grown consistently and significantly over the past five
years. The current counselor to student ratio district wide is 1 counselor to 987 students
compared with the one counselor to 250 students ratio recommended by the American School
Counselor Association and other organizations. Less than five percent of elementary schools
have school counselors. The elementary counselor to student ratio is / counselor to 1,154
students. As a result of the ESSCP funding, the elementary schoo! counselors have been able to
significantly increase the number of students served. We also have developed two critical
documents; a district Comprehensive School Counseling Manual and a Parent/ Student
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Conferencing Manuat that will be utilized by grant school counselors. This is the second year of
our grant funding and we’ve seen marvelous new practices established and increased services to
students and families that were left out